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BUDGET RESOLUTION/NIH Increase, Across-the-Board Cut

SUBJECT: Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution for fiscal years 1999-2003 . . . S.Con. Res. 86. Domenici motion to
table the Specter modified amendment No. 2254.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 57-41

SYNOPSIS:  Asreoorted, S.Con. Res. 86, the Senate Concurrengé@iRkesolution for fiscajears 1999-2003, will balance
the unified budet in 1998 and will run spluses for each of the next 5 fisgalars. Both Federapsndirg and

Federal revenues will increase Bescent from fiscayear (FY) 1998 to FY 1999. All spluses will be reserved for Social Secgprit
reform. A reserve fund will be established to allow the entire Federal share of revenueg femultipotential tobacco settlement
to be dedicated to bolstegiMedicare's solveryc

The Specter modified amendmentvould aglust function allocations with the intention of increggimnding for the National
Institutes of Health¥$2 billion andpaying for that increaseybcutting all defense and non-defense discretipisgendirg across-
the-board g .4 percent.

Debate on a first-dgee amendment to a bget resolution is limited to 2 hours. Debate was further limitedrianimous
consent. After debate, Senator Domenici moved to tablepbetes amendment. Genesglthose favorig the motion to table
opposed the amendment; thoggposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:
We share our collgmes' commitment to increagifiunding for the NIH, and we note that this resolution algepldns for
substantial increases in fundirFor FY 1999, iplans on a $1.5 billion bt authoriy increase, and oveniars itplans on a

$15.5 billion increase. Lagear's apropriation for the NIH was $13.6 billion, which was negaal billion dollars more than the
previousyear's gpropriation. Virtually evey other discretiongrspendirg program in the budet is beig held at or near a hard
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freeze, but we are well on our yi doublirg NIH funding. With that fact in mind, we musppose this amendment. Makjian
across-the-board cut to add another $2 billion would result in cuts in agaigndms that are alregideirg held constant. For
instance, veteran@ograms wouldget cut $76 million, environmentapsndirg would get cut $89 million, and trapsrtation
spendirg wouldget cut $160 million. We commend our colipas' for beig reonsible and sggestirg offsets instead of takin

the mong out of the sipluses or ipothetical tobacco taxes, but we still canngipsut this amendment. We have added substantial
sums alreagito the NIH budet; we sinply cannot afford to add sgmmore.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

We sincerel appreciate the effort in this bggt resolution t@rovide additional fundig for the NIH, but we sggest that some
of the numbers are not realistic. The function out of which the NIH is funded hgothanareas that are ofhifundirg priority,
including education. This resolution assumes gdancrease in fundmfor education as well. Weist do not believe that there is
enowgh room in this function cag@ry to provide the ypes of fundirg increases that are assumed. When we look at the amounts
allocated, we do not believe that the NIH \git more than an additional $350 million in oylaextyear. That amourjtist is not
sufficient to double NIH fundigover the next §ears. Therefore, we have offered tipe&er amendment to add an extra $2 billion
in funding for the NIH. We did nopropose takiig ary mong from tobacco taxes, because we believe the enactment of a tobacco
settlement is toopeculative to ref upon, and we did not gigest usiig ary of the supluses because those should be reserved for
Social Secunt. Instead, we have ggested an across-the-board cut in discretioga@ndirg. Obviousy, such a cut will entail some
difficulties, but the Senate is on record ggpeuting doublirg the NIH's fundilg and the Becter amendment would make theal
achievable. Certaiglthe NIH should have its fundirdoubled. Medical advancespesially in genetics, are begnmade with
astonishig speed. We are on the brink of @urering cancer, Alzheimer's, Parkinson's, heart disease, and bsloof other deagl
maladies. Cures could be found even nouiekly if more research were funded. gxesent, the NIH can onfund 28percent of
research that it believes has merit. Wgeuour collegues to spport the $ecter amendment, and to theydlve up to their
commitment to double NIH fundin



